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TRACK 1 SITES:
GUIDANCE FOR ASSESSING
LOW PROBABILITY HAZARD SITES
AT INEL

SITE DESCRIPTION: SEPTIC SYSTEMS
SrTte ID: RWMC-01, -02, -03 OperaBLE UniT: 7-11
WasTe ARea Group: 7

I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE:

This operable unit {(OU), 7-11, consists of three septic tank systems at the
Radioactive Waste Management Complex (RWMC). RWMC-01 [RWMC drainage and septic
tank for Waste Management Facility (WMF)-613] consists of a 1,250-gal septic
tank made of concrete and a drain field constructed of 4-in. perforated sewer

i pipe. RWMC-02 {RWMC septic tank and drain field for WMF-5601, WMF-604, and WMF-
i 620) consists of a 2,000-gal septic tank made of concrete and a drain field
constructed of 4-in. perforated plastic drain tile. The RWMC-03 {RWMC septic

J tank and drain field for WMF-610 and WMF-617) consists of a 2,000-gal septic
tank made of concrete and a drain field constructed of 4-in. perforated PVC
pipes. RWMC-01, -02, and -03 are shown in Figures 1 to 3, respectively. Figure
4 shows the location of the INEL and RWMC. Cross referencing figures 1, 2, 3,
and 4 permits the readers to orient themselves spatiaily with respect to each
septic system and the laycut of the RWMC.

b The RWMC-01 system receives sanitary waste discharges from WMF-613 (the WMF
Office Building) and is located northwest of WMF-613 (see Figure 1). The
buiiding was constructed in 1986 and the septic system is assumed to have been
connected and put into operation when the construction was completed.

The RWMC-02 system receives sanitary waste discharges from buildings WMF-601
(the Health Physics Office and lunch room), WMF-604 (the Bargaining Unit change
and break building), and WMF-620 (Operations and Area Access Office) and is
Tocated northwest of WMF-601 and -604 (see Figure 2). The system is assumed to
have been connected and put into operation in 1976 when the construction of WMF-
601, the oldest building on this system, was compieted. WMF-604 was built in
1977 and is assumed to have been tied into the septic system at that time. The
drain field for the RWMC-02 system failed and was replaced in 1986. The new
drain field was ins*alled in the same 1ncation. WMF-620 was tied into the RWMC-
02 septic system in 1991. '




The RWMC-03 septic tank and drain field for WMF-610 [Stored Waste Experimental
Pilot Plant (SWEPP)] receives sanitary waste discharges from WMF-610 (the SWEPP
§ Buitding) and WMF-617 (Maintenance Office} and is located east of WMF-612
(Certified & Segregated Waste Storage Builiding) {see Figure 3). This septic
system is assumed to have been connected and put into operation in 1985 when the
construction of WMF-610, the oldest building on this system, was completed.
WMF-617 was constructed in 1987, and is assumed to have been connected to the

| system at that time.

The three septic systems were addressed under the Consent Order and Compliance
Agreement (COCA) in 1987 and subsequently received authorization for closure
(see Kenneth D. Feigner letter in Appendix A). More recent samph’ng1 due to
Commitment Tracking System Item 7100-02919, a Tiger Team daily observation,
detected no radiological contamination, and all toxicity characteristic leaching
procedure (TCLP} constituents detected were below the regulatory limits. The
maximum concentrations for the TCLP constituents detected from the liquid
samples and the corresponding regulatory limits are summarized below.

Constituent detected Requlatory limit 2 Maximum detected concentration
in_the liquid samples {mg/L) {mg/L.}

~Barium 100 not detected
Methylethyl ketone (2-butanone} 200 0.042
m & p cresols 200 0.49

Barium is included in the previous table because it was detected at 5 ppm from a
solid sample. However, it is important to note the solid contents of the septic
tanks are not typically transferred from the septic tanks to the drain fields
due to the nature of operation of septic systems. Therefore, it can be assumed
that most if not all of the barium remairned in the tank until pumping (see
Questions 1 and 2 in this report for additional details).

II. SUMMARY - QuUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RIsk:

The sampling analysis results from the RWMC/SWEPP septic systems are regarded as
reliable. The samples were sent by the EG&G Idaho, Inc., Environmental
Monitoring Unit to the INEL Radiation Measurements Laboratory (RML} and VISTA
Laboratories, Inc., for sample analysis. RML is a DOE-approved laboratory, and
VISTA Laboratories, Inc., was audited and approved by a certified EG&G Idaho
lead auditor. This analytical information was used to estimate the
concentrations in soil of barium, m & p cresols, and methylethyl ketone. The
risk-based concentrations derived for this report from the Track 1 risk analysis
are hicher than the estimated concentrations indicating the septic systems do
not pose a significant risk. This information is summarized on the contaminant
worksheet on page 16. Therefore, based on the risk analysis shown in Appendix B
and summarized in the contaminant worksheet, the qualitative risk assessment is
low, -
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DECISION RECOMMENDATION

III. SUMMARY - CONSEQUENCES OF ERROR:

If the decision is made in error to classify RWMC-01, RWMC-02, and RWMC-03 as
requiring no further action, minimal possibility exists for contaminant
migration to the groundwater and/or subsequent contaminant release. This
statement is based on 1991 sampling results of the septic tanks, which indicate
no radiological contamination exists and no TCLP constituents were present above
regulatory limits. This is further explained within this report. The tanks
have been pumped since the sampling, so the existence of a source can not be
confirmed or denied.

Two possible consequences exist if the decision is made in error. First, if no
cleanup action is taken erroneously, the undesirable consequences would be
minimal because based on the sampling it is unlikely that significant
contamination still exists given the fact that the tanks have been pumped
recently and the concentrations of contaminants detected prior to pumping were
small. Second, if cleanup action is taken in error even though the sample
‘analysis shows little contamination, the benefits would be minimal relative to
the associated cleanup costs because the risk evaluation indicates the detected
contaminants do not pose a significant risk.

IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS:

RWMC-01, -02, and -03 were addressed under the COCA and received authorization
for closure in August 1987 (see Appendix A). This serves to support the
following recommended action.

"RECOMMENDED ACTION:

The sample analysis results from RML, a DOE-approved laboratory, and VISTA
Laboratories, audited and approved by a certified EG&G Idaho lead auditor, are
considered reliable. The qualitative risk assessment is low based on the Track
1 risk analysis. Based on the application of the qualitative risk and
reliability evaluation table found on page 17 with respect to this Track 1 and
the previous authorization for closure under COCA (see Appendix A), RWMC-01, -
02, and -03 should be considered for classification as a "no action" status and
be removed from the list of Idaho National Engineering Laboratory operable
units. A1l three septic systems, which are currently in use, should remain
under the jurisdiction of RWMC operations. Compliance under RCRA should prevent
the septic systems from becoming contaminated in the future.
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NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION

The U. S. Department of Energy, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency~Region
10 and the State of Idaho have completed a review of the referenced

information for RWML-Bl, -2 ,-03 hazardous site, as it
pertains to the INEL Federal Facility Agreement of Mo furide, Acdion - Based on

this review, the Parties have determined that no further action for purposes
of investigation or study is justified. This decision is subject to review at
the time of issuance of the Record of Decision.

Brief Summary of the basies for nc further action:

e Decivio thﬂﬁ;;¢¢4/

References:

s

DOE Project Manager é&'l/ %]/h_ %/Qéé //7/?3

EPA Proiject Manager //4/4/{//@5/04/\ //7 /9}

/ daté
Idaho Project Manage%\/@ M& JA/QS
&47 ‘// " date




f DECISION STATEMENT i
: (8y DOE RPM) r
} DaTE RecD: /7 /4% 2 “,é ~p,0d, 03

1 DisposITION:

Ly 1 W—M@ ay 1
| st oo sthece 9ézméa¢4&éauéylééuaﬁb/f%im?ﬁéa%LZJV‘

:,ﬁbﬁdf cl'/QLoéi S &~2?ﬁuuﬁﬂﬂta_CZ4£LQJ\4J(44 /Lzzwwmuwxxuté&Jg.







: DECISION STATEMENT |
3 (sy EPA RPM) :
T —

{ DISPOSITION:

Moo 5ot Tooks amelld '3/ foo aud oud Tl |
Ao fldC! C&ﬁf&f and TCLP Ch—ﬂo~[/79is LB 3 wf’ﬁu.

: (3 , G WA .. '91 (e.¢ Ba |
&ccﬁJETQQ fine 178 , | 5/,,Ji
MEK & caesols) cu%d’/uu?ﬂaléﬁyﬁﬁzé?w e E?r9pau$d |
'1&il QQkﬂbbﬂmﬁ% T Piﬂd&“jTG' uﬁi&? A z (o0t gp ;
Thee (&ie & 250 j’c«p}" 2, oo SJ‘”;MJ ‘“z,wo;;n/

(‘a_r»cn "hf ﬁﬁ{/\&-«jt\ |o-—<5_e L)c_»puw-.a_;, c’f HLO C{ifr‘—LJ-"j‘!c(, AL
e,u‘f:!ﬂ—o\c.ﬁ' :/‘( -ﬂu'gM.T(lcw«f mwaaj .-(_.c? g e /(/UJ
/v”fﬁ»—( acf)ﬂ?'@-« (5 Uw—fmmlwcﬁ‘(/ OFhse s T8

| addess  groud i, conTomnatiE, of

/ll

RPuwomce  wil

oy

| # PAGES (DECISION STAYEMENT):

SIGNATURE:






2 DECISION STATEMENT |
| (BY STATE RPM)

1 DISPOSITION:

//I/o(’ /5 Heo ,a/*&(’wff’- é éaja«?éu: ru/&/ﬂ'wc
o idd L M 01,02, 05 e s et

4%6»4:;1//&vwfx¢f422@ COCH) pt /bt Lo s ] s
W/WAJ Zf//%s ‘?”A’ p/é’(f J"’t"’rZ /afc o/
’/,'//r» ex<€ P /ﬂ% e A o ﬂ/{a %A(/mt,\/ /(e//

et

IM-




10



11

1,250-gal septic tank

Cleancut

Drain lield Distribution box/llow valve North

Cieanout

e b e . . vt v

§
1
]
!
i
H
H
H
¢
i
]
1
1
ik
A

Cleanout

200 4
o P

100 |t 4
192 0389

Figure 1. RWMC-01 septic system.
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PROCESS/WASTE WORKSHEET
SITE ID RWHC-01, RWMC-02 anp RWMC-03

A S S A e o, b %

Col 1

Processes Associated
with this Site

Underground Septic
Systems

(and related sinks,
toilets, showers,
drains, water
fountains, etc.)

i
H

Col 2
Haste Description R Handling Procedures

Sanitary Waste

(Liquids, Solids})

Col 3

Description & Location of any Artifacts/Structures/0Disposal Areas

Artifact:
Location:
Description:

Associated with this Waste or Process?®

RUMC-01, RWNC drainage and septic tank for WMF-613
Northuwest of WHF-513

1,250-gal tark made of concrete and a 75-fy. drain
field constructed of &4-in. perforated sewer pipe

Artifact:

Location:
Description:

RUMC-02, RUMC septic tank and drain fietd for WMF-5601,
-804, and -520

Morthwest of WHF-601

2,000-gat tank made of concrete and a 100-ft. drain

field constructed of 4-in. perforated plastic drain
tite

Artifact:

Location:
Description:

RUMC-03 RUHC septic tank and drain field for WHF-610
and WHMF-617

East of UMF-612
2,000-gal tank made of concrete and a 37.59-ft. drain
field constructed of &-in. perforated PVC pipes

a. See guestion i for a discussion of equipment related to each septic system.
the lccations of each septic system relative te the buildings at the RWNC.

See figures 1 through 4 for
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CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET

SITE ID RWMC-01, RWMC-02 anp RWMC-03

PROCESS (cot 1)_Underground Septic System

WASTE (cot 22 _SanTTARY MASTE

Col 4

Col 5

ol & col 7 Col B Col @
Wwhat known/potential hazardous substanc- Potential sources associated with | Estimated Risk based Quatitative | Overalt
es/constituents are associated with this waste this hazardous material concentration concegtration risk reliability

or process?

of hazardous
substances/
constituents
mg/kg

mgshq

assessment
(Hi/Med/Lo)

(Hi/Hed/L0)

contaminated soil 100 3.05E+03 Low High
Barium

contaminated soil 0.84 1.12E406 Low High
Methylethyl ketone (2-Butanone)
m-Cresol contaminated soil 9.8 1.90E401 Low High
p-Cresol contaminated soil 9.8 1.758:101 | ow High

|

a. See Question 7 for clarification of the technique used for estimating these maximum concentrations.

b. Column depicts the lowest risk based concentration from all of the septic systems and is therefore the “worst case”. See Appendix B for further
clarification,



QUALITATIVE RISK AND RELIABILITY EVALUATION TABLE
QUALITATIVE RISK

Medium High
HIGHLY . .
sCcreening screening

UNRELZA~ data data
BLE TRACK II
HIGHLY REQUIRED - - RI/FS .+ . INTERIM .
RELIABLE o | . o+ ACTEION
retiability Lo MED EUM HIGH

concentration resuiting in corcentration resulting in

risk < 10 risk » 10
l qual itative risk

" If sufficient data exist to identify an appropriate remedy
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PROCESS: Underaround Sentic Svstems

Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of
operation associated with this site?

Answer:

The RWMC-01 (RWMC drainage and septic tank for WMF-613} contains a 1,250-gal
septic tank made of concrete and a 75-ft. drain field constructed of 4-in.
perforated sewer pipe. Waste generation process Jocations for the RWMC-01
septic system include four sinks, one floor drain, two urinals, four water
closets, and one drinking fountain within WMF-613. It is assumed that the RWMC-
01 septic system commenced operation when the construction of WMF-613 was
completed in 1986. The RWMC-0]1 septic system is currently in operation (see
Figure 1 and the process/waste worksheet).

RWMC-02 (RWMC septic tank and drain field for WMF-601, WMF-604, and WMF-620) has
a 2,000-gal septic tank made of concrete and a 100-ft. drain field constructed
of 4-in. perforated plastic drain tiie. Waste generation process locations for
the RWMC-02 septic system include waste Tines from WMF-601, WMF-604, and WMF-
620. WMF-601 contains two water closets, three sinks, and one flioor drain in
phe shower. WMF-604 contains two sinks, three showers, twec urinals, two water
‘¢losets, one water fountain, and one floor drain. WMF-62C contains two sinks
-and two water closets. It is assumed that the RWMC-02 septic system commenced
operation when the construction of WMF-601, the oldest building on this system,
was compieted in 1976. Waste lines from WMF-604 are assumed to have been tied
in when construction of WMF-604 was completed in 1977. WMF-620 was tied into
the RWMC-C2 system in 1991. In 1986 the RWMC-02 drain field was replaced
because the drain lines were clogged. The old drain field was excavated and
“ater used as backfill over the new drain lines. Large pieces of basalt at the
bottom of the old drain field were removed and hauled to a region west of the
SDA known as the "wind gap”. The new drain field was instalied in the same
"Jocation and has the following dates of operation: 1986 to present. The RWMC-
02 septic system is currently in operation (see Figure 2 and the process/waste
worksheet}.

RWMC-03 (RWMC septic tank ard drain field for WMF-610 and -617) has a 2,000-gal
septic tank made of concrete and a 37.5-ft. drain field constructed of 4-in.
perforated PVC pipes. Waste generation process locations for RWMC-03 septic
system include waste Tines from WMF-£10 and WMF-617. WMr-610 contains one
janitor sink, three water closets, four sinks, two urinals, three showers, and
one drinking fountain. WMF-617 contains one water fountain, one urinal, one
water closet, one shower, and one janitor sink. It is assumed that fhe RWMC-03
septic system commenced operztion when construction of WMF-610, the oldest
building on this system, was completed in 1985. WMF-617 is assumed to have been
tied into the septic system in 1987 when its construction was completed. The
RWMC-03 septic system is currently in operation (see Figure 3 and the
process/waste worksheet).

18




How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med __Low (check one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

Information regarding waste generation process locations was obtained from EG&G
Idaho employees working at the RWMC who are familiar with the septic systems.
Information regarding the dates of operation of the septic systems was obtained
from a civil engineer® familiar with the septic system. Both of these
information sources are considered reliable.

Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No (check one)
Ir SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Aside from this Track 1 investigation, the waste generation processes associated
with the three septic systems were also considered when the Summary Assessments
for RWMC-01, 02, and 03 were conducted under the COCA. The information in the
Summary Assessments, discussions with personnel familiar with the systems, and
the engineering drawings serves to validate the information regarding waste
generation processes discussed in this gquestion. Dates of operation are
confirmed based on the assumption that the systems went into operation upon
completion of the construction of the buildings which drain into them.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION {check apprepriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No available information Analytical data

Lonstruction data

[l [3
Anecdotal X & Documentation about data [ 1
Historical process data [ ] Disposal data [
Current process data [ GA data [3
Areal photographs {1 Safety analysis report i1
Engineering/site drawings [X] 3 DE&D report i
Unusual Decurrence Report [ ] Initial assessment {1
Summary documents [X] & Well data i1

r1 r1

[1

Facility SOPs
OTHER

® Personal communication with David Schiess, Civil Engineer, EG&G Idaho, on
June 24, 1992.
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PROCESS: UNDERGROUND SepTIC SYSTEMS

Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation
associated with this site?

Answer:

The RWMC-01 septic system is located northwest of WMF-613. The RWMC-02 septic
system is located northwest of WMF-601. The RWMC-03 septic system is located
east of WMF-612. The locations of each septic system can be seen in Figures 1,
2, and 3 with reference made to Figure 4 to compare each septic system with the
layout of the RWMC.

It is assumed the septic systems commenced operation after the construction of

the oldest buildings they service was completed (see Question 1). The three

septic systems have been receiving sanitary waste since they commenced

operation. Following this rationale, the dates of operation are assumed to be:

RWMC-01: 1986 to present

RWMC-02: 1976 to present, except the period in 1986 when the drain field was
replaced due to clogged drain Tines.

RWMC-03: 1985 to present.

| R

Note: The new drain field for the RWMC-0Z septic system was installed in the

.same location. The dates of operation for this new drain field are from 1986 to

today.

| e |

How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High __Med __Low icheck one
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The sources used to determine the disposal process locaticns, (i.e. the septic
systems}, consist of engineering drawings and discussions with RWMC personnel.
Information regarding the dates of operation associated with the septic systems
was obtained from a civil engineer familiar with the sites. These references
are considered to be reliable.

Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No (check onel
IF s0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Sampling of the septic systems in 1991 verified the existence and general
Tocation of all three septic systems considered in this document. Dates of
operation are confirmed based on the assumption that the systems went into
operation upon completion of the construction of the buildings which drain into
them.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source mmber from reference list)
1

e

[P R VPR i NP W N W )

Anatytical data
a Documentation about data
Disposal data

No available information [ ]
Anecdotal [Xa
Historica! process data [
Current process data (] QA data
Areal photographs [1 safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings [X] 3 D&D report
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] Initial assessment
Summary documents (1 Well data
Facility SOPs [ Construction data

[

QTHER

PP P e e Y ey
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PROCESS: UnpDErcROUND SEPTIC SYSTeMS

Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration?
If so, what is it?

Answer:

No empirical evidence of contaminant migration has been discovered during this
Track 1 Investigation.

A1l three septic tanks were sampled in 1991 for radionuclides and TCLP
constituents. No radiological contamination was detected and the TCLP analysis
indicates that all TCLP constituents detected were below regulatory limits.
Circumstantially, these constituents could potentially exist in the drain fields
in concentrations at or below those in the septic tanks. This potential for
migration would result from normal septic system processes which aliow liguids
to migrate from the septic tanks to the drain fields.

How reliabie is/are the information source/s? X High __Med __LOW (cneck cne)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

No empirical evidence of migration has been found. However, due to the design
of septic systems which allow liguids to move into the drain fields, the TCLP
constituents found in the liquid samples in the tanks could be found in
concentrations in the drain fields at or beiow the concentrations found in the
tanks.,

Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No (check one)
IF 50, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION,.

When the three septic systems were addressed under the COCA, no evidence of
migration was found. All three systems received a score of zero using the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Priority Scoring System in the Initial
Assessments. Later, the Summary Assessments found no evidence that hazardous
waste had entered any of the three septic systems. The three septic systems
received authorization for closure in 1987 {see Appendix A} after the Summary
Assessments were conducted. More recent sampling for radionuclides resulted in
no radiological contamination being detected. As discussed above, migration
from the septic tanks to the drain fields is possible due to the inherent. design
of sepiic systems. It is impertant to note that verifiable confirmation or
denial of migration is not presently possible.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference List)
bl

No availabie information [ ] Analytical data X3
Anecdotal {13 Documentation about data [ ]
Historical process data [ ] Disposal data L1
Current process data [ QA data [
Areal photographs (4] Safety analysis report [
Engineering/site drawings [ ] D&D report [3
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] Initial assessment X1 3
Summary documents ] 4 Well data [
Facility SOPs [ Construction data L1
OTHER [1]
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PROCESS: UNDERGROUND SEPTIC SYSTEMS

Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list
the sgurces and describe the evidence.

Answer:

There is evidence that a source existed, in the past, at this site. Barium,
methylethyl ketone, and m & p cresols were detected below the reguiatory Timits
from the TCLP analysis conducted in 1991. However, all three septic systems
have been pumped since the sampies were taken and therefore the existence of a
source can no longer be confirmed. No other evidence that a source exists at
the site has been found.

=%

How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med __Low (check one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

Recent sampling from the septic systems showed no true-positive results for any
radionuciides in any of the three systems, and TCLP constituents detected were
below reaulatory iimits.” Although this indicates the existence of & source,
subsequent pumping of the tanks serves to eliminate or minimize the source of

Y'contamination in the tanks. As discussed in Question 3, it is reasonable to

assume contaminant migration has occurred from the tanks to the drain fielcs.
However, this assumption can not be confirmed or denied and therefore the
presence or absence of a source can not be determined. Given the worst case
scenario and complete migration into the drain fields, the TCLP constituents
would stiil be below regulatory limits and no radionuclides would be expected.

The gamma analysis performed would have detected all beta-emitling radionuclides
except Sr-90. Since no Cs-137 was detected, the existence of Sr-90 is highly
unlikely since Cs-137 and Sr-90 occur in almost a @ to 1 ratio. The nresence of
manmade alpha-emitting radionuclides is also highly unlikely with no manmade
gamma-emitting radionuclides being detected®.

The following supplies were found in the janitors closet on a recent
investication of the RWMC: Ajax, Windex, Sanifresh hand cream, Spartan
Sparcling restroom disinfectant, Wick deodorant, and Airlift Fresh Scent spray.
A1l of these are common cleaning/sanitation supplies which are used throughout
the country. Therefore a risk evaluztion based on the janitorial suppiies was
not conducted because it was not considered to be a prudent expenditure of time
an¢ money. Further, not ail of these supplies would be disposed of in the
septic systems and those that are disposed of in the septic systems would be in
very small concentrations relative to the voiume of Tiquid which passes through
the svstem daily.

® personal communication with Dave Anderson, radiological expert, EG3G Idaho, on

June 26, 1982.
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Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No (check one)
IF s0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

When the three septic systems were addressed under the COCA, no evidence cof a
saurce at the site was found and the conclusion in the Summary Assessments was
that no hazardous materials had entered the septic systems. The three septic
systems later received authorization for closure in 1987 (see Appendix A). The
recent sampling of the septic tanks serves to confirm the information regarding
the existence of a source at this site. Prior to the pumping of the tanks a
source did exist. However, because the tanks have been pumped since they were
sampled, it is believed and reasonzble to assume that the low levels of
contamination found previously in the tanks have been removed.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference List)

—_

No availlable information [ ] Analytical data x1
Anecaotal X1k Documentation about data [ ]
Historical process data ] Disposal data [3
Current process cata 1 UA data [
Areal pnotograpns ] Safety analysis report [1
Engineering/site drawings [ ] D&D report [:
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] Initial assessment L3
Summary documents X3 4 Well data r?
Facility SOPs {3 Construction data {1
OTHER []




PROCESS: UnDERGROUND SEPTIC SYSTEMS

Question 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information al’ow
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot?

Answer:

A pattern of potential contamination could exist within the septic systems and
in the vicinity of the drain fields if a source exists. The pattern of
potential contamination is not expected to be a scattering of hot spots because
the ligquids entering the drain field should distribute the effluent and
contaminants in a decreasing pattern away from the perforated drain lines, not
in isolated (i.e. scattered) areas.

How relizble is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med __Low (check one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

This informaticn is based on the design of the septic systems {shown in the
“engineering drawings®) and the results of samoling. Septic systems by design
allow liquids to exit the tank and enter the drain field. Liquids entering the
drain fields disperse outward into the field and surrounding ground. Therefore,
the volume of potentially contaminated Tiquid entering the drain field should be
fairly eveniy distributed as distance from the tank increases. This in turn
means potential contamination is not expected to be located in isolated or
scattered pockets. Further, TCLP constituents were detected below regulatory
1imits and no true-positive results for any racionuclides occurred. This serves
to reinforce the reasoning that a scattering of hot spots is not expected to
exist. The pattern of potential contamination associatec with & septic tank
would be a diffusing plume centered around the perforated pipe, not a scattering
of hot spots.
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Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X_Yes _ No (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

INEL personnel familiar with the septic systems agree that if the septic systems
were contaminated, a hot spot could occur in the septic tanks and in the
vicinity of the drain fields.® However, multipie hot spots would not be
expected.

In addition, all three systems were addressed under the COCA and receijved
authorization for closure, indicating ihe presence of significant contamination
was not verified. This serves to reinforce the assumption that a scattering of
hot spots is not expected.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source numoer from reference list)

No available information [ ] Analytical cata X1 1
Anecdotal Xl ¢ Documentation about data [ ]
Historical process data [ ] Pisposal data (1]
Current process data [1 QA data (1
Areal photograpns {1 Safety analysis report [13
Engineering/site drawings [X] 3 DD report [1
Unusuat Occurrence Report [ ] Initial assessment X1 s
Summary cocuments X1 & Well data [
Facility S0Pz I3 Construction data [l
OTHER {1

¢ Personzl communication with Sean French, RWMC Environmental Engineer, on
June 9, 19%2.
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PROCESS: UNDERGROUND SeEPTIC SYSTEMS

Question 6. Estimate the Tength, width, and depth of the contaminated region.
What is the known or estimated voiume of the source? I[f this is an
estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was derived.

Answer:

The drain fields are not known to be contaminated. However, for the purpose of
the risk evaluation (see Appendix B), the estimates given in this answer include
potentially contaminated soil in the drain fields. The estimates are as

follows:

RWMC-01 = 1 yd x 8 yd x 75 ft = 200 yd®
RWMC-02 = 1 yd x 4 yd x 100 ft = 133.4 yd?
RWMC-03 = 1 yd x 7 yd x 37.5 ft = 87.5 yd°

The depth of influence is estimated to be 1 yd deep and the width of influence
is estimated to be 1 vd wide based on the BORAX-03 Track 1, for OU 6-02, which
assumed a cross section of 1 yd®. This assumption seems reasonable given the
nature of these drain fields (i.e. 4-in sewer pipe surrounded with approximately
2 feet of fill materials). The width is further multiplied by the number of
cpipes in the drain field to determine the maximum potentially contaminated area.
“tiie iengths, taken from the engineering drawings, are the lengths of the pipes
“in the drain field. The estimated volume of the source as it relates solely to
‘the tanks, could be as high as 1250 gal, 2000 gal, and 2000 gal for RWMC -01, -
02, and -03 respectively. However, since the tanks have been pumped there 1s no
tonger believed to be a source associated with the tanks.

How reliable is/are the information source/s? X _High __Med __Low (check one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

It is not known whether the drain fields are contaminated. Based on the Tow
level of contaminants detected in the tanks and the fact that the tanks have
been pumped, it is believed they are not contaminated or are contaminated at
very low ievels, well below action 1eveTs This hypothesis can not be confirmed
or denied however. Previous samp11ng from the septic tanks indicated no true-
positive resuits for any radionuclides, and TCLP constituents detected were
below regulatory limits. The voliumes stated in the answer to this question are
estimates of potentially contaminated soil in the drain 1e1ds and are based on
the BORAX-03 Track 1 which assumed a cross section of 1 yd The volumes of the
septic tamks are highly reliable because this data has been taken directly from
engineering drawings. (See the contaminant worksheet for a summary of the risk
evaluation results which indicate the septic systems do not pose a significant

risk}).
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Has this IKFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No {check one)
IF S0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Volumes of the septic tanks have been confirmed based on engineering drawings.
The estimated volumes of the drain fields can not be compietely validated
because it was necessary to make assumptions regarding the area of infiuence
surrounding the piping. However, these estimates are considered reasonabie and
are based on the approach used in the BORAX-03 Track 1 which has been reviewed
by EGAG Idaho perscnnel for technical accuracy. No evidence of a contaminated
region was found when the three septic systems were addressed in both the
Initial Assessments and the Summary Assessments under the COCA. A1l three
septic systems received authorization for clesure in 1987 (see Appendix A).
Recent sampling for radionuclides in 1991 also resulted in no evidence of
radioTogical contamination.' Therefore the previous volumes are thousnt to
represent the maximum extent of the potential contamination.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source numoer from reference list)

Ne availaple infermation [ ] Analytical data X1 1
Anecdotal £ Documentation about data [ ]
Historical process data [ ] Disposal data [1
Current process data [ QA darta {1
Areal photographs [1 Safety analysis report ]
Engineeringssite drawings [X1 3 D&D report L1
Unusual Occurrence Report [ 3 Initial assessment X1 -t
Sumary documents [X3 & well data [1
Facility SOPs [ Comstruction data [
OTHER [1
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PROCESS: Unpercrounp SepTic SvysSTEME

Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous
substance/constituent at this source? If the guantity is an
estimate, expiain carefully how the estimate was derived.

Answer:

Methylethyl ketone, and m & p cresois were detected in the liguid samples below
the regulatory Timits from the TCLP analysis conducted in 1291 at 0.042 mg/L and
0.49 mg/L respectively. Barium was detected at 5 mg/L in a solid sample also
below the regulatory limit. The equivalent soil concentrations of the TCLP
constituents are estimated to be 100 mg/kg (barium), 9.8 mg/kg (m & p cresols),
0.84 mg/kq (methylethyl ketone). These concentrations in soil are estimated
from the TCLP data based on a conversion as outiined in the reasoning section of
this question and are referenced in the confirmation section of this question
{see Appendix C). The estimated maximum voiumes of each septic system are found
ir Question 6.

How reliable is/are the information source/s? __High X _Med _ Low (eneck cne)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

¥ The concentrations discussed above were estimated using the following equation:
soil concentration = (TCLP result mg/L)x(2.0 L leachate)/(0.1 kg solid sampie}.

This method has been used in other Track 1 investigations and is referenced in
the confirmation section of this question.

The maximum detected TCLP concentration from the liquid samples were as follows:
m& p cresols = 0.49 mg/L
Methyiethy! ketone = 0.042 mg/L.

Using the equation above, the following soil concentrations were calculated in
mg/Kg:

100 (barium)

9.8 (m & p crescls)

0.84 {(methylethyl ketone)

Barium was not detected in the liguid samples. The maximum concentration
detected from the solid sampies was 5 mg/L. It is important to note that the
solid material in the septic tank is not likely to migrate from the septic tanks
to the drain fields based on the inherent design and processes of a septic
system. Therefore, it is expected that barium was removed from the tanks during
the pumping process and did not migrate into the drain fields. (See the
contaminant worksheet for a summary of the risk evaluation results).
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Has this ILFORMATICN been confirmed? X Yes _ Ho (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

This method for calculating original concentration data from TCLP data was
suggested by Frank Calovini of the EPA Office of Solid Waste Method Information
Communication Exchange (see Appendix C)}. It has also been used in other Track 1
reports to assist with the evaluation of existing TCLP data since there is no
direct correlation between TCLP results and risk based concentrations of
contaminants.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

Anatytical data 1 1
Documentation about data [ ]
Kistorical process data Disposal data
Current process aata GA data

No available information [ )
[
(]
| O
Areal pnotographs (1 Safety analysis report
[1
[1
[
[1
[1

Anecootal

Engineering/site drawings D&D report

Unusual Oceurrence Report Initial assessment
Summary documents well data

Facility St - Construction data
OTHER

e e e R R R
e Rt et A L
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PROCESS: UNDERGROUND SepTIC SYSTEMS

Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the

evidence.

Answer:

Barium, methyiethyl ketone, and m & p cresols were detected in 1991 below the
TCLP regulatory limits. However, &1l three septic systems were pumped in 1931
after the samples were taken. No other evidence that hazardous substances are
present in the septic system or drain fields has been found. Since the tanks
have been pumped, it is assumed the barium, methylethyl ketone, m & p cresols
once detected in the tanks are no longer present. Circumstantial evidence
indicates it is possible to have hazardous constituents in the drain fields.
However, this supposition cannot be confirmed or denied.

How reliabie is/are the information source/s? _ High X Med _ Low (check one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

Mrevious samp]ing1 from the septic tanks indicated no radiological contaminants
are present and TCLP constituents were below regulatory limits. RWMC operations
personnel have verified the tanks were pumped and therefore the hazardous
constituents previously present in the tanks are assumed to have been removed.
Information concerning the presence of contaminants in the drain fields does not
exist.and only unverifiable assumptions can be made regarding the drain fields.
Based on all the information presented in this report, it seems reasonable to
assume that these septic systems are no different than any other septic system
that receives sanitary waste. Therefore, it is not expected that these three
systems contain hazardous constituents at a concentration high enough to warrant
further consideration.

Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No {check ane)
IF s0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

The information concerning the earlier exictence of the three listed
contaminants was confirmed by sampling. Since the tanks have been pumped, it is
assumed that all or most of the contaminants have been removed. Therefore,
there is npo evidence that supports the continued presence of contaminants in the
septic tanks.

There is nc evidence to support or deny the existence of contamination in the
drain fields. Hcwever, it is assumed the majority of contaminants would remzin
in the septic tanks, which have been pumped. Therefore, a high concentration of
contaminants in the drain fields, relative to the levels detected in the septic
tanks, is-mot expected. No evidence of disposal of hazardous substances into
the septic systems was found when the three septic systems were addressed under
the COCA. All three septic systems received authorization for closure in 1987
(see Appendix A). More recent sampling for radionuclides detected no
radiological contamination and no TCLP constituents above regulatory limits.
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SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source numoer from reference list)

-

No avaitable information
Anecdotal
Historical process data

Analytical data
Documentation about data
Disposal data

Current process data QA data
Safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings D&D report

A

Inttial assessment
I Well data
Construction data

Unusual Occurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

= »»

[
{
{
[
Areal photographs [
[
[
[
[
[
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ApPENDIX A

AUTHORIZATION FOR CLOSURE OF RWMC-01, -02, Anp -03 unper THE COCA



LS RN RN T AL FREOTECTICN 222 ;
SETION S
e e e W Sul T
R e T Aeldedpibiall
- G STATTLI, WASHINGTIN 2210 : -
AN | A ;
: SS7Z ¢ 2US o5 1657 ' i i :
1-(, W\C—P Al v .f ! ‘ 8 ! i‘
Y, proMES ‘ 28 RS ;
i
mEsLy T : 1@ -
TS HE-112 S |
' -z . . lomo Copres ;
—M
U. S, Deparument o7 Energy
icahc Cperations Office - - -
7E5 DOE Placs 2TV ED
Igaho Falls, Idano 83402
Atzn. Hunter Weiler i = 1 i
ACe 311857
Re: Summary Assa2ssment Raview
p ASTIIT T i AGER
Dear Mr. Weiler: FOR MUCLZAd PRTGRANS
We have reviewed the summary assessments for the foilowing sciid west
management units:
E3R-02~7 EBR-1 Septic Tank & Sesepage Pit
EZR-037 E3R-1 Seespage Pit
£3R-04 7 £3R-1 Sentic Tank
E2R-05~ E3R-1 Cesspooi, Sepiic Tank & Sespage Pit
ESR-06~ E3R-1 Sentic Tank & Seepage Pit
- DWHC qu1nace & Septic 12
RWMC-U27,  RWMC S<25R lrzin Fieid
- TWMC Qegt c iank & Brainfieid
TRA-08 TRA Cold Wasta Disposal Pond
TRA-10 - MTR Construction Excavation Piie
TRA-13 TRA Final Sewqce Lezch Ponds
TRA-Z3™ TRA ETR Excavation Site Rubble Piie
THst— g dlons Contlino.dong 2unnis Pile Vs jee
" TRA-Z6~ TRA Ruubie Slte by USGS Cbservation Well '
TTA=-t5 TR o M 1 vy e ey e ..,H.E Ve e
TRA~E9 - - -—TRA—:Fi-Cemssmustisn.litnle 4 o
TRA-30 TRA Ban Bu11d1ng Runn]e Sits
TRA-3 TRA West Road Rubbie Pile
TRA=33 TRA West Staging Arez/Drainage Ditch Site
tach summary provided Tor each of the above Tisted sitas provide & good
review of the aveileble information on which Idzho Neticnal Engineering
Lzboratory (INEL).has based its prooosai to deiete these sn]%d waste
management Units TSHHU s) from the universe. For E2R-02, £3R-03, EZR-04, i
and RWMC-03, ezch of ;hese cn'HU 5 are ©on

EBR-03

E3R-96, RWMC-J14; RWFIC-02,

FEportéd (and app:jcab?e engineering drawings are referenced} to have been
sanitary sentic tanks or drain fields connected exclusively to lavatcries,

lunchrooms and water fountai

ins.

Also included {n each surmary is an

evaiuation c¢f cleaning solvents used by Janitorial personnel identifying that

this material wouid nct represent & hazardous cons

tituent icading to each unit.
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. However,

TrA-08 {5 dericzas as 2 dispesal pend constructed in 1882, It s
described as receiving coid drains Trom labcratcries ziong with stezm piant
bicwdown and cooling tower blowdown. Tne summary provided is inadeguate to
vase g decision to deiete this unit from the universe. A ¢rab sampie of

NFC e ti on

sediment near the inlet to the pond may be necsssary 17 additional
cannot be collectzd on chemicals used 1n the Taboratories which may have
tidently been discharged. Analysis of the sampie would be for hazerzous

¢onstituents.

TRA-10 is recommended for deletion because it received dsmoiition
dgebris, No interviews were reporitesd as being conductied of personnel directily
familiar with the unit. Mo besis is given for the pcsition that no hazardous
canstituents are present other than it was acainst policy. The site
apsarvation dascribed may in 1tzel7 be sufficient if it were betisr described
and included an examination of the entire thickness o¢f wasta desosited. IT
this information with a tzst excavazicn

not, it may be necessary to supplemsnt
or magnetometar or EM survey to identify if tznks or ccntainers zre among the
disposed items in the Fill.

TRA=13 is a leach pond and is recommended 7or deletion by INZL basad on

¥ no evidence being discovered that hazardous constituents ente"ﬂd the systam.

the Po;sn:*ax sourcas using the system are not ciezrly jdentitied and
he"ero"e, there is insufiicient invormation on wnich to base & decision ver
deieticn. Referenca to engineering drawings which can be checked shouid be

provided documenting that only lavatories, lunchrooms or water fountains érs
connecszd, i7 this is the case.

<ion rubbie pile and our cecrments Tor TRA-10

'\l

=i
)

2 is another constryc

I\)

acpiy.
ruction rubble pile and our comments vor TRA-10

Ra-24 15 anoiner const
eppiy.

TRA-ZE s 2 set‘]1nc pond rubbie piie which was crezted Trom the
excavation of the settling ponds at TRA. As the pile is supposad to only
contain soil it would be simpie %o confirm this fact by conducting a
megnetometer or E¥ survey cover the arez If the initial conciusion is
verified this sitaz could be deieted from the universes.

TRA=26 is a construczion pile of unknown origin and our comments
concerning TRA-10 apply.

TRA-28 is a general constructicn rubble pile and our comments for TRA-TO
appiy.

TRA-22 is another rubbie ﬁiTe and our cormernts for TRA-10 apply.

TRA-30 {s a rubble p11e cantavninc ceneral debris and our ccmments for
TRA-10 apply. <%

TRA-32 {s & rubble pile containing general debris and cur comments for
TRA-10 apply.




TRA-3Z 45 a ruzbls sita crzazzza fromothe constructicn of security
cdevices., % g icentifiad Trmat this pile was of recsni origin but catas of
deposis are not provided. I this pile were created in e last year and is
cnly frem soil &nd pavement removal, this infcrmation shouid be provided and
the unit can be deletszd frem the universe.

In summery, the sunmary assassments provided are 2 significanc
mprovement from those we cormented on in our May 21, 1987, corresgondence.
The summary assassments provided for EE Q-u ; EER-02, ZZR-34, EER-0Z, £3R-J6,

g Tt T the d : T these

RwMC-01, RwMC-32, and RWMC-23 zre surficient o suppor

]

eicht (B) units frem the universe. In accordance with Paregrapn D.1( ) of
Appendix I to the Cinsent Orcer and Compiiance Acreawe { ng eament"), we
concur with the Tindings of the abcve identified su~rary zssessments. In
accordance with Parzgrzoh D.?(b) 0F the Agreement we hive jdentifies '
addi*icnal infsrmation neads for: TRA-J8; TRA-10; TRA-13; TRA-ZZ; TrA-2¢;
TRA-ZZ; TRA-ZE; TRA-ZZ; TRA-Z9; TRA-;D; IEA-ZE; and TrA-IZ.

Plezse contact Wayne Pierre of my sta?7 at (20§) <42-7Z81 97 vecu would
like to discuss thess comments.

/ \

\F
Kenu--. D. FeigneryLhief
waste Manaczment Eranch

¢z: Chervl Kosnutz, IDHA

-

A v et




